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Michael Caprice
Republic Services, Inc
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N Leasing Company LLC

818 W Seventh Street, Suite 930
Los Angeles, CA 20017

thruc@ibsalaw com
Thonws Bruen

Law (ffices of Thomas M. Bruen, P.C
1990 Morth Catifornia Blvd.. Suite 608
Walnut Croek, CA 94596

Re:  60-Day Nadice of Violations and Intent to File Sait Under the Federal Waier
Pollution Control Act (“Clean Water Act™)

To Officers, Directors, Operators, Property Owners and/or Facility Managers of N Leasing
Company, LL.C, dba Global Materials Recovery Services (“Global Matenals™):

faim writing un behalf of California Environmental Protection Association (*CEPA™) 1o
give legal notice that CEPA mtends to fife a civil action against N Leasing Company, LLC, dba
Global Materiats Recovery Services {*Discharger™) for violations of the Federal Clean Water
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Act{"CWA” ar “Act™) 33 US.C. § 1251 efseq., that CEPA believes are ocourrmg at the Global
Materials Recovery Servi or Mctlity located at 3899 Santa Rosa Avenue in Santz Rosa,
California (“Global Materials,” “the Facility” or “the site™)

CEPA 15 an environmental cizen’s group established under the laws of the State of
California to protect, enhance, and assist i the restoration of 2!l rivers, creeks. streams, wetlands,
vernal pools, and (ributaries of California, for the benefit of f1s ecosysiems and communities.

CWA section SO5(b) requires that sixty (60} days prior to the nitiation of a civil action
under CWA section 503(a), a citizen must give notice of intent to fle suit. 33 US.C § 1365(b)
Notice must be given to the alleged violator. the US Environmental Protection Agency
(“EPA™), and the State in which the violations oceur.

As required by CWA section 303(b), this Notiee of Violation and Intent to File Suit
provides notice Lo the Discharger ot the viotations which have occurred and continue fo occur at
the Facility. After the expiration of sixty (60) days from the date ol this Notice of Vielalion and
Intent to e Suit, CEPA intends to tie suit in federal court against the Discharger under CWA
section 505{a} for the violations described more fuily below

L THE SPECIFIC STANDARD, LIMITATION, OR ORDER VIOLATED

CEPA’s investigation of the Facility has uncovered sigmficant, ongoing, and continuous
violatiens of the CWA and the General Industrial Storm Water Permit issued by the State of
California (NPDES Genarai Permit No. CAS000001 [Stare Water Resources Control Board
(“SWRCB”)Y Water Quality Order No. 92-12-DWQ, as amnended by Order No 97-03-DWQ
(1997 Peimit”) and by Oeder No. 2014-0057-DWQ (2015 Permit™) (coltectively. the “General
Permit™}.

Information avadable o CEPA, including documents obtaimed fom Califomia EPA’s
online Storm Water Multiple Application and Reporting Tracking System ("SMARTS"), indicates
that on or around June 28, 2018, N Leasing Global Materialy Recovery Services. Inc. submitted a
Notiee of latent (“NOI”) to be authorized to discharge siorm water from the Facility  under the
2015 Permit, The SWRCB approved the NOI, and the Dlischarger was assigned Waste Discharger
Identification (“WDIEY"Y number 1 491027774,

As more tully described in Section [11, below, CEPA alieges that m its operations of the
Facility, the Discharger has commitied ongoing vielations of the substamtive and procedurai
requirements of the Federal Clean Water Act, California Waier Code §13377; the General Permil,
the Regional Water Board Basin Flan, the California Toxics Rule (CTR140 C.F.R. § 13138, and
California Code of Regufations, Title 22, § 64431.
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LN THE LOCATION OF THE ALLEGED VIOLATIONS

A, The Facility

The location of the point sources from whicl: the pelivtants identified in this Netice are
discharged in violation of the CWA is Global Materials® permanent facility address of 3899 Santa
Rosa Avenue in Santa Rosa, California.

Global Materials 1s a refuse and recycling collection, processing and disposal facility.
Facilily operations are covered under Standard Industrial Classification Codes (SIC) 5093
(Scrap and Waste Materials).

Rased on the EPA’s Industrial Storm Water Fact Sheet for Sector N — Serap Reeycling
and Waste Recyeling Facilities, polluted discharges from operations at the Facility contain
PCBs; heavy metals, such as zine, copper, chromium, 17on and aluminum; toxic metals, such as
mercury, lead, arsenic and cadmium; total suspended sohids (*¥887); benzene, hydrautic fuids,
batiery acid, gasoline and dissel fuel, fuel additives, oil tubricants, brake and transmission Auids,
chilorinated selvents. gasoline and diesel fuels; ethylene glycol: coolants; and oil and grease
("D&G™). Many-of these pollutants are on th list of chemicals published by the State of
California as known to cause cancer, birth defects, and/or developmental or reproductive harm.

information avaiiable to CEPA indicates that the Facility’s industriai activities and
associated materials are exposed to storm water, and that each of the substances listed on the
EPA’s Industrial Storm Water Fact Sheet is a potential source of poflutants at the Facility.

B. The Affected Receiving Waters

The Facility discharges wto the City of Santa Rosa municipal storm drain system, which
then enters the Laguna de Santa Rosa before flowing to the Russian River. (“Receiving
Waters™).

The Russian River is a water of the Linited States. The CWA requires that water bodies
such as the Russian River meet water quality ehjectives that protect specific “beneficial uses.”
The Regional Water Board has issued the North Coast Region Basin Water Quality Control Plas
(“Basin Plan”) to delineate those water quality objectivas.

The Basin Plan tdentifies the “Beneficial Uses™ of water bodies in the region, The
Beneficial Uses for the Receiving Waters dovmsizeam of the Facility mciude: commercial and
sport fishing, estuarine habitat, fish migration, navigation. preservation of rare and endanggred
species, water contact and noncontact recreatton, shellfish harvesting, fish spawning, and
wildiife hebitat. Contaminated storm water from the Facility adversely affects the water quality
of the Rassian River watershed and threatens the beneficial uses and ccosystem of this
watershed,
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Furthermore, the Russtan River watershed is listed for water quality impairment on the
most recent 303{d)-}ist for the following: Dissoived Oxygen; Indicator Bacteria, Mercury;
Mitrogen; Phosphorus; Sedimentation / Siltation: Temperature.

. VIOLATIONS OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT AND GENERAL PERMIT

A, Fuaflure to Develap, Implement and/or Revise an Adeguaie Monitoring and
Reporting Program Pursuant to the General Permnit

Section X1 of the General Permit requires Dischargers to develop and noplement a storm
water monitoring and reporting program ("M&RP") prior 10 conducting industrial activities.
Dischargers have an ongoing obligation to revise the M&RP as necessary to ensure compliance
with the General Permit.

The objective of the M&RP is to detect and measure the concentrations of pollutants in a
facility’s discharge, and 1o ensure compliance with the General Permit’s Discharge Prohibitions,
Effiuent Limitations, and Receiving Water Limitations. An adequate M&RP ensures that BMPs
are effectively reducing audfor elimmating pollutams at the Facility, and it must be evaluated and
revised whenever appropriate to ensure compliance with the General Parmit.

1. Failure to Conduct Visual Observations

Section XI(A) of the General Permit requires all Dischargers fo conduct visuz
observations at ieast once each month, and sampling observations 4t the same ume sampling
occurs at a discharge location.

Observations must docament the presence of any floating and suspended material, oil and
grease, discolorations, wrbidity. edor and the source of any polintants.  Dischargers must
decument and maintain records of observations, observation dates, incafions vbserved, and
responses tzken to reduce or prevent pollutants tn storm waier discharges

CEPA alieges thar between July |, 2018, and the present, the Discharger has failed 10
conduct moathly and samipling visual observations pursuant to Section XKA) of the General

Permit.

2 Failure to Collect Stonn Water Run-O4T Samples durine Qualified Stenn Events

Pursuant 1o Section XLB,1 of the General Permit, a Qualified Storm Event (QSE) s a
precipitation event that both produces a discharge for at Jeast one drainage area and s preceded
by 48 hours with no discharge from any drainage area

The Discharger’s samples collected as listed belew are not in coimpliance with the
Gieneral Permit beeause they were not collected during Quatified Stonm Events as defined by the
Ceneral Permit-
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.wunﬁ_n Date | QOSE Info
11/29/18 Not a valid QSE ~ third conseeutive day of rainfali

3. Failure to Deliver Samples to the Laboratory within 48 Hours of Coliection

Pursuant to Attachment M, Section 2 of the General Pennit, Dischargers are to deliver
stonn water run-ofl samples to a qualified Laberatory within 48 hours of the physicat sampling.
The Discharger’s samples listed below were noi delivered to the Facihity’s Laboratory in that
time frame:

< | DatefTime
Sample Laboratory
Date/Fime Received Samplc
11/21/18 13,30 L1/28/18 1100

4. Faijure to Cellect Samples From Each Drainage Area ai ali Discharee Locations

Section X1.B.4 of the General Permit requires Dischargers to collect samples from all
discharge locations, regardiess of whether the discharges are suostamtially stmilar. Dischargers
may anaiyze a combined sample consisting of equal volumes, coilected from as many as four
substantially similar discharge tocations, provided that the Discharger submils a Representative
Sampling Reduction tustification form witl its sample anaiysis, and the samples are combined in
the lab in accordance with Section XL.C.5 of the Generai Permet, Furthermore, Representative
sampling is only alfowed for sheet flow discharges or discharges {rom drainage areas with
multiple discharge locations.

According to the Discharger’s current SWEPP, the Facility bas two mandatory sampling
locations, listed a5 “Cutfalt A/Efftuent” and “Outfall B The storm water renoff sample
analysis the Discharger uploaded for sample coliected on November 29, 2018 failed to include
any sample analysis from Qutfatl 13-

Furthermore, the Facility did not subniit & Representative Sampling Reduction
Justification. form with any of its sample analyses.

B, Deficient BMP Implementation

Sections LC, V.A and X.C.1 b of the General Permnit require Dischargers to identify and
tmplement minimum and advanced Best Management Praciices (“BMPs™} that comply with the
Best Available Technology ("BAT™) and Best Conventional Pollutant Control Technology
(“BCT7) reguisements of the General Permit to reduce or prevent discharges of poliutants in their
storm water discharge in a manner that reflects best industry praclice, considering technologicat
availability and economic practicability and achievability.
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CEPA alleges that the Dischasger has been conducting industrial activities at the site
without adequate BMPs te prevent resuliing non-storm water discharges. Non-storm water
discharges tesulting from these activities are not from sources that are listed among the
authorized non-storin water discharges in the General Permit, and thus are always prohibited

‘The Discharger’s failure to develop and/or implement adequate BMPs and pollution
controls to meet BAT and BCT at the Facility violates and will contimse to violate the CWA and
the industrial General Permit each day the Facility discharges storm water without imeeting BAT
and BCT.

Specific BMP Deficiencies

On multiple occasions, the Facility was inspected by the County of Sonoma, as local
Enforcement Agency for CalRecycle, pursuant to the Faciity’s Solid Wasie Facility Permit No
A-AA-0390 During thosc inspections, the following BMP deficiencies were noted:

Tospection | BMP Defiviencies Noted
Date S :
717/18 ! 1. ‘The drainage control channel was observed partially filled
with mud and sediment during the inspection.

[

Improper housekeeping was observed, along with.a large
amount of accumulated inoperable equipment.

3. Secveral conerete block walls forming commaodity storage
bunkers on the site were observed 10 be disiodged and
leaning, and a large hole was visible in the concrete floor of
the transfer station

8/23/18 The onsite C&D Daily Material Tonnage and .M.E:Sn:o: wononm for

July and August 2018 documented multiple instances cach month of

exceeding the maximum permitted waste tons of green waste,

residual recyclzbie material and vehicles per day.-

9/27/18 The onsite C&D Datly Material Toanage and Transaction Reports for

Scptember 2018 documented multiple instances of exceeding the

maximum permisted waste tons of green waste, :.m.a_._m_ Enwn:_w_m

material and vehicies per day.

10/16/18 . The onsite C&D Daily Material Tonnage and ﬁﬂ:ﬁn:o:
Reports for September 23-October 13, 2018 documented
multiple instances of exceeding the maximom permitted
waste tons of green waste, residual recyclable Em:bm_ and
vehicles per day.

2, Thadrainage control channel was c_umcz,ma partially filled
with mud and sediment,
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3. The sort ling was not in operation at the transfer station.

4. A pite of treated woed waste was observed stored on the
ground in a storage bunker during the ime the trailer of
treated wood waste was being haulad fo the disposal site.

C. Discharpes In Violation of the General Permit

£xcept as authorized by Special Conditions of the General Permit, Discharge Prohibition
HI(B) prohibiis permittees from discharging materials other than storm water (non-stetim water
discharges) either directly or indirectiv to waters of the United States. Unauthorized non-storm
water discharges must be either ¢liminated or permitted by a separate NPDES permit.

information avgilable to CEPA indicates that unauthorized nen-storm water discharges
accur at 1he Facility due to inadequate BMP development andfor implementation necessary to
prevent these discharges.

Specifically, CEPA’s investigation has uncovered that polluted storm water ranofl from
the Facility is leaving the site and flowing onto neighboring and adjacent busingss propeities on
a regular basis when it rams

CEPA-further alleges that the Discharger has discharged storm water containing
axcessive Ievels of pollutants from the Facility to its Recetving Waters during at least every
significant local rain event over 0.1 inches.

CEPA hereby pits the Discharger on notice that each time the Facility discharges
prehibited non-stonn water in vielation of Discharge Prohibition 1ILE of the General Pennit is a
separate and disunet violation of the General Permit and Section 301{(z) of the Clean Water Act,
3305.C §131 1.

1. Discharges in Excess of Technology-Based Effluent Limitations

The industriai General Permit includes technology-based effluent Himitations, which
prohibit the discharge of poltutants from the Facility in concentrations above the level
commensurate with the application of best available technalogy economically achievable
{“BAT"} for toxic pottutants and best conventionat poliutant control technelogy {“BCT™) for
conventional pollstants. (General Permit, Section X.H.)

The EPA has published Benchmark values set at the mixamum poilutant concentration
levels present i an.industnial faciity is employing BAT and BCT, as listed in Table 2 of the
General Permit. The General Permit includes “MNumerie Action Levels™ (“"NALs™) derived frem
these Benchmark values; however, the NALs do not represent 1echrology-based criteria relevant
0 determining whether an industrial facility has impiemented BMPs that achieve BAT/BCY
(General Permit, Section I M. {Finding 62))

60-day Motce of Tnlent to Sue
January 28,2019
Page 3 of 13

‘The Discharger’s exceedances of Benchmark valucs over the last three (3) years,
identified in the table listed below, indicate that it has failed and is failing to cmploy
measures that constitute BAT and BCT, in violation of the requirements of the Industrial General
Permit.  EDEN alleges and notifies the Discharger that its storm water discharges from the
Facility have consistently contained and continue to contain levels of pollutants that exceed
Benchmark values as listed below.

These allegations are based on the Facility’s seif-reported data subisitied to the Regional
Water Board. Self-monitoring reports under the Permit are deemed “conclusive evidence of an
exceedance of a permit Himitation,” Sterre Club v. Union O, 813 F.2d 1480, 1492 (9th Cir.
1988}

The Discharger’s ongoing discharges of stonn water containing levels of pollutants above
EPA Benchmark values and BAT- and BCT-based levels of conuol also demanstrate that st has
not developed and implemented sufficient BMPs at the Facility. EPA Benchmarks are relevant
10 the inquiry as to whether a facility has implemented BMPs. [Calf. Sportfishing Prot. Alliance
w. River City Waste Recyclers, LLC(E.D.Cal. 2016) 205 F.Supp.3d 1128; Bavkeeper v. Kramer
Metals, Inc. (C.D.Cal. 20609) 619 F.Supp.2d 914, 925, Waterkeepers Northern California v. AG
Indhustrial Mfeg. Inc. (9th Cir, 2004) 375 F 3d 913, 919 (concentration levels in excess of EPA
benchmarks are evidence supporting the citizen plaintifl’s contentien that defendant did not have
appropriate BMPs ¢ achieve BAT/BCT) ]

‘The Discharger’s failure 10 develop and/or implement adequate 8MFs and pollution
controls to meet BAT and BC at the Facility violates and will continue to violate the UWA and
the Industrial General Peanit each and every day the Facility discharges storm water without
meeting BAT and BCT.

2, Discharges in Fxcess of Receiving Water Limitaticns

In addition 1o employing technology based efffuent limitutions. the Industria! General
Permit requires dischargers to comphy with Receiving Water Limitations. Receiving Water
Limitation found in Section VI(B} of the General Permit prohibits storm water discharges and
authorized non-storm water discharges o surface water that adverseiy impact human bealth or
the enviroament.

Discharges that coatain pollutants in concentrations that exeed-levels known 1o
adversely hmpact aquatic species and the environment alse constitite viclations of the General
Permit Receiving Water Limmitation.

Applicable Water Quality Standards (“WQS™) are set forth 1 the Caiiforna Toxics Rule
{“CTR™) and the Regional Basin Plan.  Exceedances of WQS are violations of the Industrial
General Permit, the CTR, and the Basin Plan. Industrial storm water discharges must strictly
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comply with WQS, inciuding those criteria listed in the applicable Basin Plan. {Sec Defenders of
Wildlife v. Browner, 191 F.3d 1139, 1166-67 {Sth Cir. 1959).)

The Basin Plan establishes WQS for the North Coast Region, including but not _:s_.nn to
the foilowing:

* Waters shail not contain substances in concentrations that result in the deposition of
material that cause nuisance or adversely affect beneficial uses.

+ Waters shall not contain suspended material in concentrations that cause nuisance or
adverselyv affect beneficial uses

+ Waters shall be free of changes in turbidity that cause nuisance or adversely affec
beneficial uses.

waaters shail be maintained free of toxic subsiances i concentrations that are lethat
to or that produce other detnimental responses in aquatic organisms

+ Surface waters shaii not contain concentrations of chemical constituents in amounts that
adversely afleet any designated beneficial use

Information available 10 EDEN indicates that the Facility’s storm water discharges
centain elevated concentrations of specific pollwtants, as listed below.  These polluted
discharges can be acutely toxic and/or have sub-lethat impacts on the avian and aquatic wildlife
in the Receiving Waters. Discharges of elevated concentrations of poflutants in the storm water
frorm the Tacility also adversely impact human health. These farmiul discharges from the
Facility are violations of the General Permit Receiving Water Limitation.

Further, EDEN puts the Discharger on notice that the Receiving Water Limitations are
independent requircments that must be comptied with, and that carrying out the process triggered
by exceedances of the NALs listed at Table 2 of the General Permit does not amount to
compliatwe with the Recciving Water Limitations. The NALs do not represent water quality-
based criteria relevant to determining whether an industrial facitity has caused or contributed to
an exceedance of 8 WQS, or whether it is causing adverse impacts to human health or the
environment

Section XX.B. of the General Permit provides that when a facitity’s industrial storm
water discharges andfor authorized NSWDs are determined to contain pollutants that are in
vialation of Reveiving Water Limitations contained in Section V1, the Discharger must conduct a
facility evaluation 1o identify potlutant source(s) within the facility that are asseciated with
dustrial activity and whether the BMPs deseribed in the SWPPP have been properly
implemented, assess its current SWPPP and certify via SMARTS any additionat BMPs identified
witich are necessaty in order meet the Receiving Water Limitations.
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EDEN alleges that from at least November 1, 2018, to the present, the Discharger has
been in violation of the Receiving Water Limitations provision of Section VI of the General
Permit as evidenced by its exceedances of the applicable Water Quality Standards set forth in the
Regionzl Basiiz Pian, indicated below

Further, the Discharger has fasied comply with Section X3 B of the General Permit.
Faiture 1o comply with the additional Water Quaiity-Based Corrective Action requirements listed
i Section XX.B is an add:tionat violation of the Generat Permit

The following discharges of pollutants from the Facility have violated Discharge
Prohibitions and Receiving Water Lunitations of the General Permit and are evidence of ongoing
violations of Effluent Limitations

Sample Parameter Unit Sample EPA | BASIN
Collection mgit Analysis Benchmark | PLANICCR
Date Resuit NAL avarage/ - m T22
instantaneous | Benchmark
Vajue | NAL value
11/21418 | Chamical Oxygen 350 120 m
Demand (COL) £
11/2118 | COD 180 120 !
11/2118 | TSS {fotal suspended 180 icn
solids)
112118 | Aluminum 1.6 75 19
1972118 | Zinc 1.6 25 -
1472118 | Iron 30 10
1421418 | iron 4.3 1.0
1121118 | Gopper 080 0332 ]
1112918 | pH S 87 Belween 6-9. . | Belween 6.5
and 8.5
31/29/18 | TSS 200 100
11/20M8 | COD 130 120 )
11128018 | Aluminum 7.5 5.
" 11/28/8 | Copper 048 0332 E
11726718 Iron 11 1.0

The Discharger way have had other vielations that can only be {uily identified and
documented once discovery and investigation have been completed. - Hence, to the extent possible,
CEPA includes such vio'ations in this Notice and reserves the night to amend this Notice, if
necessary, to include such further violations in future legal Eonnaa_zmm

The violations discussed herein are derived from eve witness E.ucnm &a records publicly
available. These violations are continuing.
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1V, THE PERSON ORPERSONS RESPONSIBLE FORTHE VIOLATIONS

The entities responsible for the alleged violations are N Leasing Company, LLC and employees
of the Discharger responsible for compliance with the CWA

¥, THE DATE, DATES, OR REASONABLE RANGE OF DATES OF THE
VICLATIONS

The range of dates covered by this 60-day Notice is from at least July 1, 2018, 10 the date
of this Notice. CEPA may from time to time update this Noiice to include all vielations winch
may eccur afler the range of dates covered by this Notice. Some of the viclations are continuous
in nasure; therefore, each day constitutes a violation.

VI  CONTACT INFORMATION

The entity giving this 60-day Notice is California Environmental Protection Associaiion
(“CEPA™}

CEPA has rerained counse? in this matter as tollows,

CRAIG A BRAMDT
Atlorney at Law

53354 James Avenue
Qakland CA, 94618
Telephone: £5310) 601-1309
Emmail: craioabrandtaatinel

g

‘Fo ensure proper response to this Notice, all comimunications should be addressed to
CEPA’s legat counsel, Mr. Craig A, Brandt

ViI.  RELIEF SOUGHT FOR VIOLATIONS OF THE CLEAN WATER ACT

As discussed herein, the Facility’s discharge of poliutais degrades water quality and
harms aguatic life m the Receiving Waters. Members of CEPA live. work, and/or recreate near
the Receiving Waters, For exampie, CEPA members use and enjey the Receiving Waters for
fishing, boating, swimmumg, hiking, biking, bird waiching. picnicking, viewing wildlife, and/or
engaging in scientific study. The unlawfu! discharge of polluiznts from the Facility impairs each
of these uses.

Further. the Facihity's discharges of polluted storm water and non-storm water are
ongoing and continuons. As a resuls, the interests of CEPA’s members have been, are being, and
will continue to be adversely affected by the failure of the Discharger to comply with the Gengzal
Permit and the Clean Water Act
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CWA §8 305(a) 1) and 505{1) provide for citizer enforcement actions against any
“person,” inciuding individuals, corporations, or parinerships, for violations of NPDES permit
requirements and for un-pesmitted discharges of pollutants. 33 11.S.C. 8§ 1363(a)(1) and (£),
§1362(3).

Pursuant to Section 309(d) of the Clean Walter Act, 33 US.C. § 131%{d), and the
Adjustment of Civil Monetary Penalties for Inflation, 40 C.F.R. § 19 4, cach separate violation of
the Clean Water Act subjects the violator to a penalty for all vielations eccurring during the
period commencing five (5) years prior to the date of the Notice Letter. These provisions of law
avthorize civil penatties of $37.300.00 per day per violation for ati Clean Water Act violations
after Janvary 12, 2009, and $51,570.00 per day per viotatien for vielations that occurred afler
November 2, 2015,

In addition to civil penalties, CEPA will seck injunctive relict preventing further
violations of the Clean Water Acl pursuant to Sections 305(a} and {d), 33 US.C § 1365(a) and
(d), dectaratory relief, and such other relief as permitled by law. Lastly, pursuant to Rection
505(d) of the Clean Water Act. 33 U.8.C. § 1365(d), CEPA will seek to recover its litigation
cosés, including attorneys” and expens’ fees.

Vill. CONCLUSH)

The CWA specifically provides a 60-day nonice period to promote resotution of disputes.
CEPA encourages {he Discharger’s counset to contact CEPA’s counsel within 20 days of receipt
of this Notice to initiate a Jiscussion regarding the violations detailed herein

During the 60-dav notice peried, CEPA is willing 1o discuys effective remedies for the
violations; nowever, if the Discharger wishes to purswe such discussions in the absence of
litigation, it 1s suggested those discussions be initiated soon so that they may be completed before
the end of the 60-day notice period. CEPA seserves the right to file « lawsuii i discussions are
continuing when the notice period ends.

Very truly yours,
Py Py
Chonsseel Liotgud.

GERARD DUIENAS
President
California Envireamental Protection Agsociation
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Copies to:

Administrator

U S Environmesntal Protection Agency
1200 Pennsylvania Avenue, N W,
Wastington, D.C. 20460

Exccutive Dicector

Stale Water Resources Control Board
PO Box 100 -

Roseville, CA 93512-4100

Regional Adntinisteator
U.S. EPA - Region 9

73 Hawthome Seeet

San Francisco, CA_ 94105






